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Abstract

The correlation between poverty and vulnerabilitgd the role social protection ex-ante measuresearubst
measures can play in reducing household povertyhandehold vulnerability mitigation measures, 8 thain
concern of this paper. In this study, we estineat@antepoverty and vulnerability among the sampled hoakEh
heads from the post-conflict district of KatakwiTieso-sub-region. Using primary data collected fieebruary
to August 2016, the preliminary results show thadusehold vulnerability to poverty is more prevalén
conflict affected areas and it is not the same witdse households living in secure and peacefalsafEhere is a
high level of household susceptibility to fallingdk into poverty in the near future in conflicteffed areas. It
is suggested that, social protection ex-ante meastan be used to prevent households from becopsiogas
well as ex-post measures to alleviate those alréiaghped in poverty and vulnerability to escapegrvand
vulnerability. In designing policies one should éakote of the diverse nature of poverty and vulpiéta. For
the chronically poor households who lack econoragets, priority should be given to reduction ofstonption
fluctuations and building up asset base throughombination of protective, preventive promotive and
transformative programmes.

Keywords. Social protection, household poverty, householdemability to poverty, shocks, risks, Katakwi

Introduction and Background
The interest by states, multi-bilateral, natiomalgional and international non-state actors inalogiotection
policies and programmes, cannot be overestimatid. ifitroduction or expansion of social transfersons
prominent tool by actors working in social proteatisignifies the importance of social protectiontackling
poverty and vulnerability (Okello, 2015a:18). Pdyeand vulnerability is not new to many scholarsl golicy
decision makers, but it has often proved to beddliffy to address especially at household and conitymuT his
is because, both the concept poverty and vulnésabiés not been given the due attention it deseovehere is
simply mind game in play with rhetoric empty proesstalk taking the centre stage. The deliberatevetie
implementation of policies and programmes in ott@ners of the country leaves the other part ofctnentry
under developed. These breaths tension betweenammdhg regions with soon latent confrontation and
demonstration taking place between the haves ang# Im@t. The incidence of poverty and household
vulnerability to poverty among post-conflict comnitigs across all districts, sub-counties, parisas villages
is high and unpleasing. There seems to be a grbbpuseholds with the head of household belonginggeither
of the very poor, vulnerable poor, non-poor, noimetable poor and better off among groups. Thege ar
probably households where the head of the housetitbler retired from jobs or female headed housihwiho
are not receiving remittances and they are notli@ebin any socio-economic activity (Okello, 2015219).
Therefore, effective and deliberate implementatibtalanced social protection policies and prograsiwill
help to avert such pending latent confrontation dechonstration. Social protection measures thrdrayisfers
can be a good tool of matching out vulnerable hioolsks to escape poverty and avoid future shocksiaks.
Household’s poverty and household vulnerabilityptoverty in Katakwi district and Teso sub-region
face the risks of suffering from different typesstifocks. Some shocks and risks affect communities \ahole
referred to in this paper as covariate shocks sgcaconomic and financial crises and natural disssOthers
affect one or a few households noted as idiosyiecshbcks, such as a death of a household breatewir loss
of a job. The analysis of household poverty andherdbility proposed is crucial for determining whisocial
protection interventions are effective and are labée to household heads to have efficient meastareébat
helps them to respond and when to introduce theadjust their levels and coverage. To make thesksides,
policymakers within the state, multi-bilateral agiexss and non-state social protection actors andeimgnters
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need to have access not only to macro-economicatuatis, but also to indicators that provide an wstdeding
of household poverty and vulnerability levels, hetusld risk profiling data and risk mitigation anédmagement
measures particularly among households emerging fronflict and disaster trying moments. The findiran
household poverty and household vulnerability togsty in this paper can be useful for communitiistricts
and countries that experienced and or are yet pereence similar conditions like those we foundKiatakwi
district and Teso sub-region.

Categorization of Concepts

The views and experiences drawn from household sheatbnging to a particular a community, tells loé t
anguish voices, desperation and non-stop flow dwabling of tears particularly of women and childatied
households respondents. We also captured the véeegsyiences and perceptions of policy and decisiakers
in regard to effective implementation of social tetion policies and programmes. Social assisténacesfers
provided to those living in poverty or are vulndealbo poverty and in danger of falling back intovpay
(MFPED, 2012:2). The experiences discussed herepangarily drawn from the implementation of social
protection ex-ante measures and ex-post measuresdaat reducing household poverty and household
vulnerability to poverty. We categorise and asdecimusehold poverty and household vulnerabilitpdoerty
because social protection measures have (1) actix@dunction which measures are introduced tedaes
and reduce levels of household deprivation and imaligation in a society. (2) Social protectionther has a
preventive function because it seeks to assist podr vulnerable households from falling back ineeper
poverty or becoming vulnerable to risks and corgtimgjes arising from manmade and natural disasters, and
conflicts, crop failure, accidents and illness. T8 promotive function of social protection airnsenhance the
capabilities of individuals, communities and ingiibns to participate in all spheres of social @wbnomic
activities. And (4) the transformative function fses on reducing inequities and vulnerabilities rgno
households and between communities through changedicies, laws, budgetary allocations and reiftistive
measures.

Social protection also has a developmental and rgéwe function that can increase consumption
patterns of the poor, local economic development anabling poor people to access economic and Isocia
opportunities. Further we sip five concepts that directly linked to and based on the householdaateristics
namely; (1) Being a poor household. We define; gumurseholds based on the household hygienic conditf
the environment is bad and if a household doeshaw¢ access to toilets, girls receiving sanitappsut from
their caretakers as a means of staying in schamldimg access to safe and clean drinking wategn,th
household ‘poor’ is referred in this paper to meamead of household who cannot manage to mediasie
needs of the family members (educational and medast, have one or no meals at all, uses onegpailoth
for more than one month, have no nearby accesateroints, uses the nearby bushes as toilepssieerags
with very poor housing conditions build using mudgoass as both wall and roof, among others; tba-poor’
household is that head of households who can affordeet the basic needs of the family membersdist (1);
(3); the low vulnerable groups refers to a groupafiseholds living in a particular community shgrgimilar
believes, cultures, values and norms, but withtéohiand difficulty conditions in accessing sociabtpction
services such as health and education facilitielk Wwonger distances to access transport, schoodslical
services and water points; the high vulnerable ggoaf households in a given community refers tos¢ho
households living in a particular community shargiquilar believes, cultures, values and norms,they have
high levels of vulnerability and high chances dfifig back into poverty traps in the near futurghwimo or less
hope of accessing social protection services becdlusy cannot walk or travel longer distance sush a
(orphaned children under the age of 4-7, eldertgqes, people with disability, and the blind amatigers; and
(5) the ‘low vulnerable groups’ of households argraup of households in communities who are likelyrave
or not have an opportunity to access social primectervices, they are always in and out of poveiry
vulnerability cycles in the short, medium and Iagagm.

Although the other texts define poverty and vulbdity to be different, we consider the two concept
of poverty and vulnerability to be closely relathae to two established facts: (i) the poor are fmEmause they
are typically the most exposed to diverse shocksraks, and (ii) the poor have the fewest assetietl with
these risks. However, the importance of vulnergbliecause if policymakers design poverty allegiajpolicies
in the current year on the basis of a poverty tiokbsof income or consumption in the previous yélag, poor
who receive social protection cash transfers suppay have already escaped from poverty and thepoon
are non-poor because they do not need any forno@élstransfers. The can only need to receive Sudtial
protection cash transfer support if they have glibimto poverty due to various unanticipated shaeidrisks in
the range of wars, conflicts, natural calamitied antbreak of diseases. Hence, assessing hougastwédty and
household vulnerability to poverty helps in designeffective social protection measures that willdg policy
and decision makers to distinguish betwes@ante poverty prevention interventions arek-postpoverty
alleviation strategies for prevention, mitigatiardacoping arrangements (Barrientos, et. al, 2009:11
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The context of the study

The concept of household poverty and householdevability to poverty extends the idea of povertyriclude
idiosyncratic as well as aggregate shocks and viglish can be defined as the probability of bemgaverty or
to fall deeper into poverty in future. It can benswered on the micro-and macro level where macro
vulnerability refers to worldwide threats to socéld economic wellbeing for instance, wars, cots]iglobal
fluctuations in prices of agricultural products dmhncial crises. Conversely, micro vulnerabiligfers to the
household level risks including education and teadtks, economic shocks, social shocks, natusastérs, and
historical demographic shocks due to limited acdessocial protection services by the poor and exdhle
households (Taylor 2008:61). To measure householdevability to poverty, various approaches angpste
should be under taken which includes among otl{ejsyulnerability should be seen as a probabilityatling
back into poverty traps in the near future (Chaugi2003:10) and ; (b) measuring vulnerabilityerté should
be considerations that look at it as low expecti@idyu(Azam et. al, 2012:10). Further, it is evitdefrom the
various text and the empirical study findings, thatisehold vulnerability is a directly linked taytbdistinct
concept from poverty on a number of counts. Forénvasnerability is a dynamic concept as opposepaeerty
which is fundamentally full of other stock of copte within poverty (Okello, 2016:2). We run a model
examine the determinants of household vulnerakititpoverty and we examine to what extent do cotuzdp
models for social protection - provided for examgfle World Bank's “Social Risk Management” framekyor
the International Labour Organisations on “DecentrkV programme; the Centre for Social Protecticos
“Transformative” approach. Such models recognisg #ocial transfers serve three important functidos
provide for those who are unable to provide fornibelves; to prevent poverty shocks from devastating
households; and to promote households by helpie tio lift themselves out of poverty. Such modetognise
importance of social protection transfers in segvas an important function that, if effective trims are
provided for those who are unable to provide fantBelves; to prevent themselves from poverty shacks
devastating households vulnerabilities; and to mtennouseholds by helping them to move out of pgvand
vulnerability (Ravallion, 1998). While interpretati and understandings of ‘poverty and vulnerabilitgve
moved to incorporate social dimensions of wellbeiogether with rights based approaches, sociakption
continues to be conceptualized by many developmgancies as their main alternative responses teehold
coping and livelihood strategies of helping housghito overcome shocks and risks (Okello, 2015:37).

Model Specification on Decomposing Poverty and Vulnerability

The objectives of the present study include crgasirhousehold’s current poverty and vulnerabilitypbverty
profiles and thereby figuring out prospective ceuds poverty in the study area (RoU, 2012). In doso,
households will be disaggregated first by locatitamely urban and rural and then by various houskehol
characteristics that distinguishes between grdigpsnstance access to and the size of land holidimgral areas
and the educational level of the head of the haaldeh semi-urban (trading centers) areas. HeachCBaverty
index is calculated using the poverty lines suggesly the Uganda National Bureau of Statistics (R2Q0D6).
The national Bureau of Statistics used two poviings for its poverty estimates. One is calledltveer poverty
line which is equal to only the food poverty linedahouseholds whose total expenditures are equhktéood
poverty line are called the extreme poor. The seéamme is the upper poverty line which is equaldodf plus
non-food poverty line and the corresponding houkshahich we term as; (1) the ‘poor’, (2) the ‘npaer’, (3)
the ‘high vulnerable group’, (4) the ‘low vulnerabgroup’, and (5) the ‘total vulnerable group’. $hetwo
poverty lines data sets, lower and upper are alaiffor the entire stratum of the UBOs 2014/15 (R&006).
However, in this study we have used only the uggmeferty lines for the entire stratum as it includesh the
food consumption expenditures and the cost of wod-items. People living below the upper povente lare
generally considered as poor. Whereas the loweenppline only considers the food consumption exjiteme
and the people living below the lower poverty linecategorised as extreme poor. In this model, daprand
use the official poverty line definition given bygdnda National Household Survey Findings of 2008320
(UBOS, 2010). The poverty measure that was usethig analysis is the class of decomposable poverty
measures as presented by Foster, Greer and TherlfE€K). This model is widely used and acceptalyle b
social and economist researchers because of beimgjstent and additively decomposable. The FGTxnse
given by;

a[z-Yi T

a3

i=1
Where; Z in our analysis is the poverty line dediras 2/3 of the mean per capita household expeaditi is
the poverty indicator/welfare index per capitalilstcase per capita expenditure in an increasidgrdior all
households surveyed; g is the number of the polmrevable households in the population size (N), @mslthe
poverty aversion parameter that takes on the vatees, one or two (0, 1 or 2). Income poverty lise

128



Research on Humanities and Social Sciences www.iiste.org
ISSN (Paper)2224-5766 ISSN (Online)2225-0484 (@)lin “—.i.l
Vol.6, No.20, 2016 ||$ E

constructed as 2/3 of mean per capita househcdd éapenditure. When=0, Rx measures the proportion of
people in the population whose per capita experalittn food and non-food items fall below the poydirte
(poverty incidence) among the communities emerdfiog conflicts and disasters. Whern1, Rx measures the
depth of poverty-how deep below the poverty linthiss averagely poor (poverty gap)? Wher2, Rx measures
how beyond the core poor are from the poverty inmpared to the averagely poor (the severity ofepgy
among all households in the post-conflict studyaareAny operationally useful assessment of houdshol
vulnerability to poverty depends essentially on twportant factors: (1) the choice of householdneuhbility
threshold that is, a minimum level of vulnerabiliéypove which all household members are definedeto b
vulnerable and (2), specifying the time horizonrowbich households’ vulnerability to poverty islie assessed.
However, there is to a certain extent, a degrearedomness involved in making such decisions.

The most preferred and natural candidate for tHeevability threshold is 0.5. This midway dividing
point has three attractive features (Chaudhurl.€2G02:10). Firstly, this is the point in the etjaa (iv) where
the expected log consumption coincides with theobtiie poverty line. Secondly, it makes intuitsense to say
a household is ‘vulnerable to poverty’ if it face®0 percent or higher probability of falling banko poverty in
the near future. Thirdly, if a household is justthé poverty line and faces a mean zero shock, thisn
household has a one period ahead vulnerability.5f This therefore implies that, in the limit, d& ttime
horizon goes to zero, then being 'currently in ptwend being 'currently vulnerable to povertyinoide with
the argument given by Pritchett (Pritchett, et2000; Foster et al. 2010). Another threshold tmatconsider it
makes sense is the observed headcount ratio. Tdherlyimg logic is that because the observed poveatyg
represents the mean vulnerability level in the paian, anyone whose vulnerability level lies ababés
threshold (0.5) faces a risk of poverty that isagge than the average risk in the population anttdean be
legitimately included among the vulnerable (Chaugh?2003:11). Chaudhuri and others give in practice
most of the empirical studies adopted the vulnditglthreshold of 0.5 (Chaudhuri et al. 2002:18).

The other but not less important aspect of an dipaaly useful vulnerability (Pritchett., 2000:2)dex
is to decide on a time horizon over which housekoldinerability to poverty is assessed. HoweMeg, éxisting
literature again in regard to household vulnergbith poverty is of little help in this regard. inost of the cases
as we find in our analysis, the concept of timeizwr is defined through some arbitrary expressiéa |
‘probability’ of falling back into poverty in theear future providing indication that there is noviolis choice.
Recognising that a certain degree of arbitrarimes&eeded, Chaudhuri proposes two possible cases ate; a
time horizon of one year, which can be thoughtnoferms of the likelihood of poverty in the shaihy and a
time horizon of three years which roughly corresgmno the likelihood of poverty in the medium-term
(Chaudhuri, et al., 2002). We find this very instheg in the later case because all householdsiediyethose
one emerging from decades of conflicts experiermgqubverty spell at least once in the next thregsyase
categorised as vulnerable.

Deter minants of Poverty

It is evident from the literature and the empirisalidies that vulnerability is a closely related hudistinct
concept from poverty on a number of counts. Fitdgherability is a dynamic concept as opposed toepgv
which is essentially a stock concept. The logiségression model is therefore, employed to estintiate
probability of a given household when faced witlogts and risk is vulnerable to poverty as a restilvar,

conflict, outbreak of epidemic diseases, and unieafole weather conditions. We consider that houdetioocbe
income insecure or income poor if its per capitastonption expenditure is below the constructed ppJme

given her historical social, cultural and economftributes. We implement the model below to exanthme
determinants of household vulnerability to povdroym conflict affected districts of north eastergdnda;

INLY]) = B X F U oot Qi)

The equation (2) presented above is the log-libelth function showing the log-likelihood that a give
household experienced conflict or disaster is giwen its historical social, cultural and economitributes (X),
where: Yi =1 if household per capita expenditurédB€CE) < poverty line (Z) and Yi = 0 otherwis;is a
vector of parameters to be estimated; X is a veat@xplanatory variables (poverty correlates) casipg of
gender, sector covering both deep rural areas andrlzan-semi-urban trading canters, age of househol
respondent, years spent in acquiring educatioaaditrg, career, household size, household experdita food,
transport, health and education. It is importanmdte that sector is a dummy variable that takessgtiue of 1 if
household dwells in the urban area and 0 otherwisdpi = error term. However, since equation (2) is a log
likelihood function it measures the log of probapifkatio that a household is poor which does nakenreal
sense and we therefore, use equation (3) belowthétlikelihood function to measure the probabitdgios of a
given household being considered to be poor asvist|

L{Yi:l}:L{ i }:e e e et (iil)
v=0] |1-r
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Which is the ratio of the probability that a giveousehold is poor, Pi illustrates that, the prolitstonf a given
household is non-poor, 1-Pi may be due to statenprstate social protection intervention effortseeially and
economically empowers the household or simply, @reydirect beneficiaries of social protection ctxahsfers
programmes being implemented by the state and tad@-social protection actors.

Vulner ability as Expected Poverty and its Deter minants

In order to determine the effect of social protttinterventions on some household attributes bateurs
especially on their consumption expenditures, fha@ach that had been widely used to generate rability
indices when a single point consumption data asdlable was used. Suppose that, the stochastiegsdor
generating household per capita consumption expeedi for thei™ household is specified as below;

NG = X B & it \Y)

Where,Ci is household per capita expenditure on food ahdratone food consumption expenditure forithe
household at time t+1, and Xi in this case reprissarbundle of observable household consumptioaviebr

on income or in kind received from a transfer arneo determinants of consumptiop,is a vector of
coefficients of household attributes to be estimhadad ¢i is a mean-zero disturbance term that captures
idiosyncratic shocks that contribute to differemubkehold per capita consumption levels. The contiomp
model in equation four (4) above assumes thatdisieirbance terms has mean zero, but varies adiffesent
households scattered all over communities emerfgorg periods of war, conflict and or disasters. rEtiere the
variance of the disturbance term violates the OkSumption of constant variance (homoscedastichiy} t
heteroscedastic, as it is represented in equatier(3) below;

Note: We use the following terms in our equation to akplthe different assumptions in regards to
homoscedasticity which exactly means the ‘same amag’, which is central to our regression
models. Therefore, Homoscedasticity describesuatsitn in which the error ternz)( (that is, the “noise” or
random disturbance in the relationship between itldkependent variables which is for our case is adoci
protection interventions/programme and the dependarable-households behaviours) is the same sabhs
values of the independent variables. Heterosceitgsi (the violation of homoscedasticity) or iepent when
the size of the error term differs across valuesrmindependent variable. The impact of violatimg assumption
of homoscedasticity is a matter of the degree,eimsing as heteroscedasticity increases. The nearliy is
confirmed in the relationship between log consumptper capita and the size of the household, age of
household head, and size of total land holding #redr squared terms as their coefficient estimates
statistically significant. The coefficient for ‘agd household head’ is positive and highly sigrifit. Its square
is then negative and statistically significant. Bamhy, size of the total land holding seems taeaffconsumption
positively as expected but its square is negatieetaghly significant. As expected, the size ofbaisehold has a
negative influence on consumption, that is, thgdathe household, the lower per capita consumgénds to
be. Its square again is of opposite sign indicatimgnon-linearity of relationship with log of camsption per
capita. Not surprisingly, the variables- housingndition, access to post-conflict recovery programme
household connection to fm radio station, possaseifoa bicycle and hygienic condition all have sizie
positive effect on per capita consumption and thefficients are also highly statistically signifitaAs a result,

to correct for heteroscedasticity and to obtaiiciffit estimates of and® we adopted the three-stage feasible
generalized least squares (FGLS) method in estig&iuations (4) and (5). Firstly, we estimatedagiqu (4)
using OLS to obtain estimated and we obtained its squared values as estimateaneasi>. Secondly, we
regress the variance obtained in step one on theehold historical social, cultural and economidlaites as
shown in equation five (5) above using the OLS falarand we obtained the required estimated variance
used the results to correct equation five (5) atas/eepresented below;

Oéi_ :(£)H+a(£)+ﬂ .................................................................................... 9]
o o o) o

And we rewrite it again for the purposes of incameace and for easy interpretation and for aidinglysis as
follows to come up with equation six (6);

The variances from equation six (6) above are heedsstic, thus the estimated parameters thereoficare
efficient we therefore obtained the estimated vengafrom eqn. (6) and used it to correct eqn. $4plows:

InC i(o_l*] = 5(01_*] + ’BI(X%J + Ei(%_*) Also rewritten as;
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In nutshell, we estimated equation seven (7) albsimy the OLS which gave us sufficient resultsmf@asuring
the parametepp. We also generated the expected household (dependedanble) behaviour on household
consumption expenditure for each sampled houseinottie study area by considering their expectations
equation seven (7). The expected consumption exjpeesl thus generated are compared to the construct
poverty line estimates given by UNHS, 2010 survesults that we used to compare with our analyeisur
analysis and discussion, we clarify or categorisaseholds whose consumption expenditure are |lessttie
poverty line as vulnerable group because, theyadmnare not direct beneficiaries of the stataadqarotection
transfers (cash or in kind) and those that aretgrea equal to the poverty line are non-vulnerdddeause they
are direct beneficiaries who receive monthly stateial cash transfers or in kind transfers. Wethanlogistic
regression model in equation (viii) below to estienand also generate the levels of household \vatbildy to
poverty as expected probability of a given housgiwlbe poor;

INL{INC TINZ) = B X + Uy wiii)

A logistic regression model was estimated to gerdrausehold vulnerability to poverty as expectaxbpbility

of being poor after war and conflict in the future follows: first we estimated the log-likelihoaginttion in

equation eight (8) above. We note that povertgss Iprevalent in this group while households hearding and
depending on agriculture shares alone is one ofrty@rities of the poor. Chronic poverty in houddlsowith

heads working in agriculture in the study area idespread across all the sub-counties in Katakwi @her
Teso districts. The vulnerable non-poor populatitso constitutes a significant proportion of theseseholds.
On the other hand, non-agricultural activities fois category are seen to be more remunerativerinst of
reducing household vulnerability to poverty as le tcase with other districts affected by the cotdli
Nonetheless, more than 35 percent of non-agri@llhouseholds are chronically poor while almosegcpnt of
the non-poor non-agricultural household are atofsgoverty and that, the probability of a househial conflict

affected communities is poor is also generatetsagpresented in equation nine (9) below;

VEP = PHINC TINZ) 2 € s (ix)

We further estimated the tobit censored regressiodel represented in equation ten (10). We didhbsause
we were interested in categorising the overlappimigerable poor households and also we wanted amime
the determinants of households vulnerability to @rtyw in post-conflict areas using the expected abiltiy
threshold of 0.5 (VEP) as left hand limit. The abowategorisation process thus results in a number o
overlapping groups of households. First, the pdmrds divided into two distinct groups using theverty line
consumption threshold (0.5): the ‘poor’ and thertypmor’. Those who have average consumption equat t
below the poverty lines are generally termed as ‘plo®r’ and the rest is ‘non-poor’. The poor there a
decomposed into two distinct groups: the ‘chroycpbor’ and the ‘transient poor’. The chronicafipor are
those who are currently poor and also have expectetsumption levels below the poverty line. These
household are most likely to remain poor in futorebeing trapped in poverty for at least three gedhe
transient poor, on the other hand, are those wh@lao currently poor but their expected consumggoels are
above the poverty line. Some of the transient valble poor households have low vulnerability to by, but
some of them have high vulnerability to poverty. adsesult of this process, a total of five groupsauseholds
emerged during our analysis which are; (1) the fhd@) the ‘non-poor’, (3) the ‘high vulnerablearp’, (4) the
‘low vulnerable group’, and (5) the ‘total vulnetalyroup’.

VERP =6, + X,8f (InZ-Inc)>05 and VER=0if (INZ=1nc)< 05.........cevvvrrrirnnnns (x)

Equation (10) is the tobit model which measurespttedability that a household will be poor in theure given
the household current social, cultural and econaetting (X}. It can be seen from the taxonomy above that,
the characteristic feature of the high vulneratdedehold group are ‘low level of expected consuomptand
‘high variability of consumption’. Similarly, theam-poor can also be partitioned into two separades —the
‘vulnerable non-poor’ and the ‘non-vulnerable naep depending on their degree of vulnerabilitypioverty,
expected level of consumption and the initial powstatus. The constituents of the ‘total vulneeafpoup’ are
then the households associated with high vulneénabitoup and those who are currently poor (ToRBE8).

On the determinants of poverty the odds ratiost logidel showed that female headed households and
households that dwell in urban areas are lessyliteebe poor. Households headed by older people, ave
spent more years schooling with higher per capifeerditure on education, health and food and &iadacare
of dependents needs (food, medical, clothing, eéhrcand transport) are also less likely to be pfactors that
aggravated poverty are household size, number aflpebetween the ages of 15-19 and 65-69 yearamdd
being in the agricultural sector. However, only $ehold size, per capita expenditure on educatiencapita

 Tobin, J. (1958), Estimation of Relationship fémited Dependent VariableEconometrice26, 1958, 26-36.
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expenditure on health and per capita expenditurod were found to be statistically significamhglying that
these factors are the major determinants of holdgluwerty in the post-conflict district of Katakwistrict. We
also recognized that a household’'s sense of wellgbgepends not just on its average income or aipaes,
but also on the risks it faces. Hence householderability is a more satisfactory measure of welfdindings
from our analysis further showed that in 2015 hbotids faced on average a 20.7% of poverty levelewhi
34.4% chance of becoming poor in the future. Whegocthposing vulnerability into poor and non-poor
household, it was figured out that 95% of poor letvadd are also vulnerable to poverty and 18% arepumr
vulnerable households. Furthermore households wifi@red by covariate shocks due to war, conflict an
natural disasters are more likely to be vulnerablpoverty, especially among post-conflict housdkaoh rural
villages. Possession of productive assets suchnaisfor agriculture practice and domestic livestank modern
equipments (bicycles, radios and mobile phoneskap be effective in protecting consumption Maitiy
against covariant or idiosyncratic shocks and iceasing information. The probability of being vuingle to
poverty is higher for those households who had tmtbpehaviour-based strategies in response tcshiteks
and risks.

Household description and categorization

The results of ‘the regression model shows theessjon results from the equation (i) to equationwikereby
log of household per capita consumption (RoU, 20dR2expenditure behaviour is estimated by household
idiosyncratic characteristics and other determismiafthe variables ‘size of the households’, ‘age tloé
households head’ and the ‘size of land holdinghbuseholds along with their squares are includedermodel
because of the possible non-linearity of the refethip between log consumption per capita and thasables
(ibid). Other variables reflecting household’s Elacratic characteristics are dependency ratio,iehyg
conditions, whether a household has access tol gpoigction services such as health facilities addcational
infrastructure, connection to fm radio station ot,rand whether households receives social assesignants or
participate in social protection safety-net (foam fwork) activities and programmes or not. Houseizol
hygienic condition in this case is defined as bfd household does not have access to sanitartiésci
including toilet latrine and safe clean drinking tera Other important inclusions are housing cooditi
educational level achieved by the household heztity status engaged by household head, and whéibad
of the household suffered any chronic or seriomgss over the past couple of years since therrettipeace
and security in the district.

The marginal effect after logit showed that prodide household head has reached a threshold age of
approximately 47 years and has completed a minirofiré years of schooling and have obtained Uganda
advance Certificate of Education (UACR)increase in age and years of schooling redueeprtibability that
the household is poor by 0.00045% and 0.00071%eotisply. Also, provided the household per capita
expenditure on education, health and food has eshahthreshold of 0.5 (Chaudhuri et al. 2002: i&)rdase in
per capita expenditure on education, health and f®aluces the probability that the household isrgoo
approximately 0.00099%, 0.00073% and 0.0000086%ertively. On the other hand, provided a household
size and number of people between the ages ofd Bayears has reached a threshold of 5 and Hjditicen of
one more person increases the probability thahthesehold is poor by 0.0036% and 0.0029% respéygti@m
Vulnerability the signs of its determinants shovadailar to those of poverty, however they are gaéliely
different. All the included household charactecistsignificantly explain vulnerability, except feector, age of
household head and number of people between the @fgé5 and 65. This showed that although gender,
occupation, years of schooling, number of peoplevéen the ages of 15 and 65, and dependants are not
important determinants of poverty they significgndetermine vulnerability in Katakwi since Teso girees
extended family. Specifically the results showedt ttemale headed households, households whose rgrima
occupation is in the agricultural sector, and hbosgs headed by children of schooling age are rabrésk of
becoming poor in the future (vulnerable) if thesean economic shock. The robustness check resdisesl
both the logit and tobit regressions to be statdiy significant.

While the variables other than the housing condiBeem to be natural candidates for inclusion én th
regression analysis, we define and categorise hgusindition by the type of the materials useddnstruction
of houses. We also included this in our analysish&sis thought to be a major and quite regulare® of
shocks for most of the households formerly displadee to war and conflicts and now are returningkka
their ancestral homes due to prevailing relativacgeand security. Even with moderate rainfall andnal
flooding conditions which has fairly been a comnegenario in Katakwi and other surrounding districts
households particularly in Magoro sub-county, deepl areas need to spend a significant amounesgurces
for the repair and reconstruction of their housdserefore, houses constructed by mud, is considieredir
analysis to be poor, while houses constructed kiittks and roofed with iron sheet is consideretea better
off households or they are non-poor. The dailyétidis undertaken by the head of the householddsed into
three categories namely: household head with nivitycimeaning either they are retired or unemplgyed
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household-heads engaged in agricultural and holgséleads working in the non-agricultural sectomi&irly,
households are categorised into four distinct gsanpaccordance with their educational levels aadeby the
households head. This kind of categorization isartgnt for designing effective social protectioteiventions
that targets the most vulnerable household andiditian, from both theoretical and practical poaftviews.
From the theoretical point of view, it supports tlea that the poor and the vulnerable are nosdémee, albeit,
they are distinct groups even though they may motrutually exclusive. The total vulnerable groupsth
includes all those who are currently poor plus ¢hbsuseholds who are currently non-poor but wheeheav
relatively strong chance of falling back into pdyetraps in the near future. To address this caiegd
households especially those among the post-cordtioimunities, there must be a clear strategy angepr
measures to help households move out of povertyaimerability.

Poverty and vulner ability
While the distinctions between moving out of poyeand chronic poverty and the underlying dynamits o
movement in and out of poverty have significantigpolimplications, there are important conceptuatl an
practical differences between identifying housebloltho are faced with vulnerability and those hoofish
considered to be poor. The moving out-chronic piyvapproach reflects the ex-post poverty dynamiosray
households emerging from conflicts while vulnergpiliterature focuses on ex-ante measurement oty
that is, the distribution of future welfare measuf@aylor, 2008:12). These therefore, calls forirmreasing
recognition by all stakeholders and actors thatuge exploration of vulnerability among househalipost-
conflict areas is very important aspect for undarding ex-ante poverty dynamics and policy intetio:is
before the actual implementation of social protetiinterventions. The Uganda’s Poverty Status Repot4
shows poverty in the country is on a downward $pitgle the middle class has more than tripled aherlast
two decades with its share doubling the poor. Tdtenal poverty rate fell to 19.7% in the 2012/2Gib&ncial
year from 24.5% in 2009/2010. The available tegbalotes that poverty in rural areas had alsorfddiealmost
two-thirds to 22.3% in 2012/13 from 60.4% in 19®/The choice of a vulnerability threshold is ewetiy
quite arbitrary. However, two thresholds stand asipossible central points. The first, which wenténe high
vulnerability threshold, is the observed preseniepty rate in the population. The idea is that liseathe
experiential poverty rate represents the mean valhil@y level in the population, anyone whose \arkbility
level lies above this threshold faces a risk ofgrvthat is greater than the average risk in tygufation and
hence can legitimately be included among the valsler household that needs urgent social protection
interventions. In other words, an alternative maetangent threshold is 0.50, which we term the high
vulnerability threshold. A household whose vulndigblevel exceeds 0.50 is more likely than noteand up
poor and can be considered, therefore, to be highlyerable. Secondly, two populations may haveilaim
experiential poverty rates but very different irenides of vulnerability. Consider two populations the first,
call it population group x within a post-confliceting, 20% of the population has a vulnerabiliyd! of 1
whereas 80% has a vulnerability level of 0. In diker, call it household y, 100% of the populatiwas a
vulnerability level of 0.20. In both populationbgtexperiential poverty rate will be approximat2@fo. But the
fraction of the population that is vulnerable (wahrelative vulnerability threshold) is dramatigatlifferent.
Only 20% of population group X is vulnerable, wiarevith the same threshold the entire populatiougof y
is vulnerable. This theatrical difference has int@otr implications for policy and decision makingeess.
However, in the case of households emerging frost-ponflicts situations like those in Katakwi
district and other neighbouring post-conflict distls, have different situations and levels of thbeing in
poverty and susceptible to poverty. Today's pooy mma may not be tomorrow’s poor because situations
conditions can change either positively or negétiva favour of the household poor. Currently novep
households in Katakwi district, who face a high hability of a large adverse shock and risks, may, o
experiencing the shocks and risks, become poorrowoAnd the currently poor households may incladee
of the households who are only briefly poor at\egitime period as well as others who will contitoide poor
(or poorer) in the future. In other words, a howdéls (or an individual’s) observed poverty stattsfined in
most cases simply by whether or not the househad&erved level of consumption expenditure is abmve
below a pre-selected poverty line is exrpostmeasure of a household’s well-being (or lack tbreBut for
many policy purposes, what really matters is thembe risk that a household will, if currently npaer, fall
below the poverty line, or if currently poor, witmain in poverty. And the current poverty stattia bousehold
in post-conflict areas may not necessarily be alggmoto the household poverty and households’ etdhility to
poverty. Clear thoughts about suitable strategiesedducing household poverty and household vubiktsato
poverty, there must be effective planning and ettenwf those plans to make vulnerable househotieefit
from such effective plan. Strong and independestititional structures within state and non-stadeiad
protection actors needs to be supported in ordethiem to effectively implement pro-poor and praple
social protection programmes and interventions diiratto prevent or reduce households future vubiktyto
poverty rather than alleviate current poverty, thigical need then is to go beyond a catalogingnvbb is
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currently poor and who is not, to an assessmehbwo$eholds’ vulnerability to poverty.

The share of the vulnerable non-poor fell in urbegas but rose in rural areas with almost no change
urban poverty in those years. Though vulnerabilitypoverty is defined as the risk or probability fafling
below the poverty line, the definition of the totallnerability group is based on both this riskvasd| as initial
poverty status. This is to categorise a househslduinerable is necessary to combine the probglhifitbad
outcomes as well as some measure of their ‘badressrding to a given social welfare function. hare
obvious advantages in further disaggregation ofpyvcategories rather than simply dividing housgfanto
the poor and the non-poor. This disaggregationrigledemonstrates that the poor and the vulnerabde a
heterogeneous rather than static homogenous grdips.if well effectively and efficiently executeaill
facilitate advocacy and allow monitoring of progrés reducing household vulnerability to poverty.alddition,
each one of these groups is likely to respond miffdy to a particular situation or policies aimadreducing
poverty and vulnerability at household level andsash, it might be necessary to devise differericigs for
different groups (Jalan et. al., 2002). The povémtidence, PO is 0.2538 (=1/524 *(133)0), while toverty
gap (depth), P1 is 0.14260266 (=74.72379/524) tbeerity index, P2 is 0.08612625 (=45.13015/524).
Additionally, the poverty gap (depth) of 0.1426 meahat the averagely poor need to mobilize abdu26l
percent of financial resources to escape povertjevihe severity index of 0.086 implies that theec@oor
needs to mobilize 8.6 percent more of financiabueses to escape poverty.

Further revelations from the poverty and vulneigbprofiles are shown on (annex 1: table 1 andt2).
is observed that all poor households and 46.04%o0fpoor households were vulnerable given theirerur
socio-economic characteristics. This is a serieusce of concern for policy and decision makerssehresults
imply that if things remain the way they are toda$,73% of Katakwi households are expected to loe jpothe
future. Out of the total population 34.35% consgéituthe vulnerable from non-poor households an8825.
constitutes vulnerable from poor households. Theselts showed that poverty in Katakwi is both siant and
chronic. The vicious cycle of poverty is expectedrémain unabated as all poor households are egbé¢at
remain poor unless there is a serious positivekshomewhere. These are serious concerns for gurcitdction
policy implementation at national and district leas most policy and decision makers do not undedsaind
interpret the concept of social protection. Vulhéiity assessments are likely to differ from thaualspoverty
assessments on a couple of accounts. First, vllifigraassessments have to be, by definition, exbfi
innovative. At any point in time, given the datiae tvulnerability of households is unobservableh policy-
maker. In contrast, most poverty assessments arghed in a temporal terms and the policy makeremyithe
right data, does actually observe the current ggwtatus of the household. But a sequential amr,afstrictly
adhered to, is of limited use in thinking aboutipplinterventions that can only occur in the future practice
however, of course, poverty assessments are uged jprocess of policy formulation, and in doing isaplicit
assumptions are being made about the extent tohvihi situation recorded in the data used to cautythe
poverty assessment will be reproduced over timeahis case, we define and refer vulnerability,hivitthe
framework of social protection potential role taluee household poverty rather than eradicatiomnasx-ante
measure risk that a household will, if currentiynsmoor, fall below the official national povertyné, or if
currently poor, will remain in trapped in povertgdause there are no effective programmes and artgowns.
Certainly this is not the only definition possibfeccording to Cunningham and Maloney (2000), vudtdity is
recognized in terms of exposure to adverse shackgetfare, rather than in terms of exposure to pgvé he
difference is substantive. Our definition includeang the vulnerable; households who are currerdly @nd
have a high probability of remaining poor evenhiéy do not experience any large adverse welfarekshand
risks inform of war, conflicts, disasters, lossfamily bread winner and disability due to injuryn@he other
hand, our definition also reject those householusray the non-poor who face a high probability daage
adverse shock but are currently well-off enouglthsd even were they to experience the shock, theydastill
remain non-poor.

The constructed poverty line implies that househdltht are unable to mobilize at least $1.25 of
financial resources for each household member &t imis or her consumption needs are relatively jBotJ ,
2012). About 25 percent of respondents were poar 3%.73% were expected to be poor in the future
(vulnerable). Also while 22.52% of households we@or and households headed by male 54.39% were
vulnerable and those headed by male and where&02\8ere poor and headed by female 5.34% were
vulnerable and headed by female. On decomposingrdiog to sector we found that 2.67% were poor and
dwell in rural areas while 5.92% were vulnerablel aeside in deep rural areas within Katakwi distrAlso,
22.71% were poor and reside in semi-urban trademers but 53.82% were vulnerable and reside iarudy
town council areas. The distribution according tupation showed that 18.13% were poor and had thei
primary occupation in the agricultural and 41.98%owalso had their primary occupation in the agtigal
sector were vulnerable. Furthermore, while 7.25%ewgoor and had their primary occupation in theepth
sectors the vulnerable that had their primary oatiop in the other sectors constituted 17.75% efgbpulation
sampled for this study.

134



Research on Humanities and Social Sciences www.iiste.org
ISSN (Paper)2224-5766 ISSN (Online)2225-0484 (@)lin “—.i.l
Vol.6, No.20, 2016 ||$ E

The results from the sample were designed to al@iable estimation of key indicators for rural-art
and separately for nine sub-counties within Katadlisirict. A two-stage research design involvinglexatory
model was developed to complement on the explapatuential design (cross-sectional) data collefrtem
household surveys. At the first stage, a list bfsab-counties, parishes and villages were groupebbcation
(rural-urban location); then drawn using simpled astratified sampling procedures. At the secondjesta
households which are the ultimate sampling uniteevdeawn using systematic sampling. A sample wit&00
households representing the general household atigruiwere selected. These household questionnaees
allocated to the nine sub-regions with consideratib the rural and urban areas which constituted rifain
domains of the sample. However, social transferg atahe same time be palliative in serving the datwold
needs and meeting the community demands and itgefefective implementation and close supervisidn
social transfers may to some extent stop furthegrdion of resources which at some point will attioncerted
attention to tackle the real obstacles to equitahtdusive development and social justice, andpgmm®e actions
which would initiate the necessary structural clea(itaylor, 2008). This is because social translersotper se
challenge basic household poverty and householtevability to poverty, neither at the rural commti&s nor
at urban communities. Furthermore, they do not dumehtally address asset inequality and the absehce
decently remunerated, dignified, long-term prodwectemployment that and which are the core causes of
persistent household vulnerabilities to poverty aodioeconomic insecurity. Social transfers if efffeely
implemented without bias, can alleviate, but nahelate, the processes and constellations creatingehold
poverty and vulnerability, since benefit levels arenost communities modest and do not enable adimid to
acquire, or even merely lease, productive assets.

Studies relating to household poverty and housefiolderability to poverty in the context of post-
conflict districts of Teso-sub-region are mostlyrespective in nature. To the best of our knowledgme of the
studies so far have attempted to link social ptaiaex-antemeasures in reducing household poverty and the
relative impacts of social protecti@x-postmeasures in addressing the household idiosyncaaticcovariate
sources of vulnerability. This distinction is impemt for policy and decision makers in designingj-paverty
policies and programmes, particularly policies tintato poverty prevention and promotion of thoskeovare
structurally poor by protecting and transformingithsocioeconomic status. However, there are abeurof
studies that explored social protection measuresldressing household poverty dynamics in Ugarias, fall
into this category of ex-post dynamic analysis. Blgo seems shorts in estimating the impact ofaboci
protection ex-ante poverty measures in reducingélooids idiosyncratic and covariate shocks in feachics
related to the causes of poverty and vulnerabhitityural Uganda especially among conflict affedtediseholds.
Base on the foregoing we recommend that, to redoeesehold poverty in Katakwi and other post-conflic
districts in Teso sub-region and others, statetirhil&teral, national, regional and internatiosatial protection
actors, need to build a concerted efforts that lshbe aimed at encouraging free, compulsory anditgua
education at least up to the basic level, easibessible and quality healthcare social protectiervises, a
population policy that would encourage a marriedpte to have at most four children or at most wath
household size of 6, and the enabling environmkat &éncourages hard-work and small and medium scale
business to thrive. To guard against future povérgse efforts should include empowering femaledbeda
households, taking care of the child headed houdstgeparately and those in the agricultural segmviding
unemployment benefits/grants, and social overheadht aged. There is still a need to cataloguihgtw is
poor, who is not poor, and the characteristicsho¢ who are, should be in the dockets of any pditd
decision makers. Although poverty is a stochastienmmenon, it is different for vulnerability thadusehold
poor face. The poor today may or may not be tonvde@oor, but they can be vulnerable at any painlife
(today and tomorrow), and some of the non-poor yodemy well end up being poor tomorrow because,
conditions and situations differ from each housdtsattings. We have argued in our thinking aboptregpriate
social protection forward-looking measures for i@dg household poverty and household vulnerabiiity
poverty from the post-conflict perspective for pglinterventions to flourish. We encourage poliog @ecision
makers including the implementers of social pratecprogrammes and interventions to look at bothdhuses
of poverty and vulnerability and not just who isopdoday, but also who is likely to be poor in fis¢ure. In
other words, we need to identify who is vulnerabl@overty.

Conclusion

This study has so far examined poverty and vulnkrain Katakwi district, poverty incidence, gapeverity
and its determinants, and the determinants of lmldevulnerability to poverty. We find striking d&frences in
the sources of vulnerability for different segmeotshe household in a given population. For rimaliseholds
and for less-educated households, the main sourocaulnerability appears to be low mean consumption
prospects; for urban households and for more highlycated households, on the other hand, vulnéyatal
poverty stems primarily from consumption instakiliThis too has significant implications for thepég of
social protection measures for reducing householgeqty and mitigating household vulnerability tovpay.
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Based on our results we conclude that income ppvarKatakwi district is not a more serious issfiave
consider the fact that only about 25 percent ofskbolds are income poor however, the issue becwosrgs
worrisome when we consider the fact that about3%.of the people are at risk of becoming poor @nftiture
given their current socioeconomic characteristicg] that all those in the agricultural sector fathale headed
households and all rural dwellers are also expetctdae poor in the future. We also showed thatatveragely
poor have to mobilize financial resources apantftbe social assistance grants they receive ug fmetcent of
household per capita expenditure per month to espaperty while the core poor have to mobilize tiddal
8.6 percent of financial resources for each houdeh@mmber per month to achieve the same fit. Weéhéur
showed that income poverty in Katakwi is neithemdgr, occupational nor rural-urban issue but viabiity is.
The important determinants of poverty were showedbé¢ household size, per capita expenditure orntheal
education and food while those of vulnerabilitylited, gender, occupation, years of schooling, élooisl size,
per capita expenditure on education, health, and,fand number of dependant taken care of by thsdiwld
head. It is thus obvious that the dynamism of hbakkpoverty in Katakwi is a more serious case timenstatic
one and that poverty in Katakwi is both transiemt ahronic.
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Annex 1.
Table 1.1: The population development of Katakwi:
Population Population Population
Name Status Census Census Census
1991-01-12 2002-09-13 2014-08-27
Katakwi District 75,244 118,928 166,231

Area: 2,428.8 km2 — Density: 68.4 in h./km? [204Change: +2.84%/year [2002 2014] Katakwi District:

districts of Uganda

Uganda Republic 16,671,705 24,442,084] 34,634,650
Table 1:2 Rural-Urban Poverty Profilein Katakwi District
Classification of Householdstrapped in poverty Male Freq (%) Female Freq (%)
Male Freq (%) Female Freq (%)
Non-poor 69 75
Poor 31 25
100%
Gender Male Female
Non-poor 33 63.2 30 11.5
Poor 18 22.5 15 2.9
Sector Rural Urban
Non-poor 35 6.7 35 67.9
Poor 14 2.7 19 22.7
Occupation Agriculture Others
Non-poor 23 42.6 48 32.1
Poor 19 18.1 38 7.3

Table 1.3: Rural-Urban Vulnerability Profilein Katakwi District

Classification of household Vulnerability to poverty Male Freq (%) Female Freq (%)
Male Freq (%) FemaleFreq | (%)

Non-poor 21 40.3

Poor 31 59.7

Gender Male Male Female Female

Non-Vulnerable 16 31.3 47 8.97

Vulnerable 28 54.4 28 5.34

Sector Rural Urban

Non-Vulnerable 18 3.4 19 36.8

Vulnerable 31 5.9 28 53.8

Occupation Agriculture Others

Non-Vulnerable 18 18.7 33 21.6

Vulnerable 25 42.0 26 17.8
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